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There are a number of different options available for database cooperation 
between the Arctic Institute of North America (AINA) and the Boreal Institute 
for Northern Studies (Boreal). These are outlined below, together with a summary 
of the advantages and disadvantages of each. A similar set of options applies to 
database cooperation at the international level. 


i Pre-1987 state - no cooperation other than limited joint marketing. 


Advantages: 


- each institute pursues its own mandate and is free to expand, contract, 
or re-direct its efforts as it wishes. 


Disadvantages: 


- users are presented with two different sets of overlapping and 
non-comprehensive products. 

- there is duplication of effort in indexing/cataloguing, production of 
products, and systems development and maintenance. 

- the two institutes are foregoing opportunities to make coordinated 
approaches to funding agencies. 


2. Present state - separate databases and separate products, but a reduction 
in overlap between the databases based on a division of material by form. 
One or more vendors should have both databases mounted. 


Advantages: 


- users see less overlap and better overall coverage than under Option 1. 
- much duplication in indexing/cataloguing is eliminated. 

- does not require any significant changes to systems and procedures, nor 
to existing records, so no monetary cost. 


Disadvantages: 


- users still must use two different sets of products, and the combined 
coverage, even of just the Canadian Arctic, is still far from 
comprehensive. 

- neither database is able to produce comprehensive special bibliographies 
without manually copying many of the necessary records from the other 
database. Besides being inefficient, this copying increases user 
frustration by increasing overlap. 

- continued duplication of effort in production of products and in systems 
development and maintenance. 

- does not significantly increase opportunities for funding since there are 





FOLARPAM 


Po ea 


‘b 


Wray - - Pa 
eae a Gs 
care 


“ 


rae 





Still two separate systems, with all the disadvantages for users which that 
creates. 


Allow database vendors to merge the databases online, but maintain separate 
production versions and separate hardcopy products. (It is not known 
whether this alternative is possible. So far, vendors have indicated that 
they would prefer Option 7, where we merge the databases.) 


Advantages: 


—- same as Option 2, plus users only have to search a single database. 
— cheaper than Option 7. 


Disadvantages: 


— same as Option 2, except there iS a Single online product. 

—- lower quality merge than with Option 7. Records from the two different 
production databases have somewhat different formats in the merged 
database. Some records in the merged database have UDC subject/geographic 
indexing and some have ASTIS subject/geographic indexing, so there is no 
single system of subject/geographic access that applies to all records. The 
program for eliminating duplicate records does not catch all duplicates, 
and discards some records that are not duplicates. 

—- vendors expect payment, or reduced royalties, for doing the merging. 

- if the database is up on more than one vendor, as planned, then each 
vendor must do itsS own merging - a duplication of effort. 


Separate databases and separate products, but exchange records in machine 
readable form. 


Advantages: 


- reduces duplication in indexing/cataloguing, therefore freeing resources 
to improve comprehensiveness. 

- does not require major changes to existing systems, although new software 
to facilitate the exchange is necessary. 

- allows each Library/Institute to produce and market products which can be 
identified with that Library/Institute and therefore enhance its 

ViSi bility. 


Disadvantages: 


- users still must use two different sets of products. They still have to 
search two databases, but now find an increased number of duplicate records 
in their two searches. They will have to pay twice for these records, and 
go to the trouble of weeding them out of their search results. 

- does not significantly increase opportunities for funding because of the 
disadvantages for users. 

- continued duplication of effort in production of products and in systems 
development and maintenance. 

- some manual effort required to reformat the records being exchanged. Less 
work than original indexing, but more work than in Option 7 where no 
reformatting is necessary. 

- since the two databases have very similar mandates, almost all records 


BOREAL INSTITUT 
LIBRARY 















/ , OTee VR edS 


oryatis i ots SU tlt Of ie; Tie of 
oe , (OD YAH OSS Tes Oka ha 


| ‘io? ih aed & 
tte 7" T2975 Glee . 
7 
i elie om FQ 
¥ "Ma VLE 
i 2 Sy 
i i} ( 
’ 
1 
so LC 29 Sigs eB I-2 ) { ‘ i 


* MIBO te 6 ap: payor a: = a ’ Ue? 2 2 1 IGMOS eye pies Les 


VP ISLAD 20 eter ert- 







‘x 


rl EeS2TSSen al apnsztos& § ial ods eee 
a i oy tw Pipers PSaAS% SS aia | = ar . 1 oak 
il & 1 gual WISTS 19" 2. ae Sed: Vere Uh. 


FE MP OTF eS it O\ WA aed ph i 
} 


7 






ROS. Rv 


ae.* 
id — 


LESS, oyop ee 





would be exchanged. The main exception is ASTIS' research project 
descriptions. The two institutes are therefore paying to store and maintain 
two copies of what is really the same database. Exchange of records only 
makes sense for databases with low to medium amounts of overlap in their 
Mandates. (This may be true for cooperation at the international level, for 
example.) If the overlap in mandates is large then it will always be more 
efficient to work together on a single database. 


Convert one database to the other's format. 


Advantages: 


- requires less new programming of output formats than Option 7. 


Disadvantages: 


-— does not correct the problems of the existing databases. ASTIS and BOREAL 
are 10 and 11 years old respectively. Software and hardware capabilities 
have improved greatly during that time, the needs and expectations of 
clients have changed, and both institutes have learned a great deal more 
about what they want from a database. Both databases have deficiencies 
which could be corrected with a new design. 

- there may be more work (both manual reindexing and programming) required 
to convert all the records of one database to the other's format, than is 
required to convert both databases to the best possible common format as in 
Operon /. 

- still requires significant software changes since neither database can 
produce all the required products. 


Define a common format for a merged database but use only for new records. 
Advantages: 

—- no cost for converting older records. 

Disadvantages: 


- all the work done over the last eleven years is abandoned. 
- the Boreal Library catalogue is two separate databases. 


Define a new format and convert all existing records to produce a single 
joint database. Design of the new format is based on user needs, ease of 
conversion from existing ASTIS and BOREAL formats, and compatibility with 
other databases. Each institute is to be responsible for adding and 
updating certain records, divided on the basis of form, within the merged 
database. Production of external products and systems development and 
Maintenance are conducted jointly, and costs and revenues are shared. 
Appendix A contains a plan, with cost estimates, for the merger. 


Advantages: 


- users have a single source of arctic information, with one coordinated 
set of products and no duplicate records. 
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- the efficiencies realized in production, development, and maintenance can 
be devoted to additional indexing/cataloguing, thus allowing the database 
to be aS comprehensive as financial resources allow. 

- encourages rationalization of the two institutes' library collections. 

— provides a Canadian point of contact for international networking of 
polar bibliographic information. 

- the two institutes are seen by our universities, provincial government 
and federal government to be cooperating closely. 

—- a Single information system allows the two institutes to approach funding 
agencies for the resources necessary to make the database truly 
comprehensive. A joint AINA/Boreal database may present the only hope for 
obtaining the level and security of funding necessary to develop a 
comprehensive Canadian polar information system. 


Disadvantages: 


-— the most expensive alternative to implement, although operating costs 
should not increase. While some of the cost can be covered by the diversion 
of existing resources, significant new outside funding must be assured 
before the database merger can begin. 


We recommend Option 7 if funding can be obtained to implement it. Failing that, 
Option 3 is preferable. 


f ' ‘ 4. oe : Sst awges : phn CPF ° 


ise Fe Visaes an Se I1uGAee ans 102 & 


Hi 

















- ti 
i fo i 

‘i oe 
ij ‘a h i 


isJouhows as hentis nt toni’ 1 
Ae VOLE (seo bbs oF 89% 
ei y 4 -) i ies 2A ove arantereemoD, ef, xi 
- ? Le th) wer: te ! ‘ta7 gies 498 tr 
t gox 400. 2o Hike site esiimesg 
oeaemtotat sadge pe panini 

oY 6: TSO op Ietabet | 
rr we: ot kegero et elerk 


+ 7 onan Le 


nieiet. Lea toR ANIA seer A ev eenigl . 


: jo vilweee +n 6 Laver ent Phe 
Se tO%n slog nsiieae 


" 


fe . 
t od -evisaqcie sie evrenognd Some 
19 3c -enGe af tay . oe Tort a 
solVigeie ,2sotgeret Liv 

{ nb Ist tem mimes ED A 


fi ‘peer: + ait wae 
9 Leer 







m | 
+, 7 
on 
/ 
= 
‘ 
. 
. a —_ 
a . 
cuted j 
7 4 
a 
eS - * 
a mel A & 
re rit Ladies”, 
a. SS Wetty - 
a . we ‘ * 
>. * . a5 7 » 
oak / 7 2 
a 
3 
: eLP veep an 
2 
> ok 
+... 
a ‘ a f 
+ S9FG> ‘ 2 a Uae 
2 i Min: 
MINOW, Konin-end WOCDWIN, Soe : 
; Getione for detabere 
4 : 







: pacees ‘iio DetTwten the aArctts : - , : 
at iets of Mor m ‘ 

ee ae | 

. ; : io ick is 7 a La 


~~ 
7 






_ 
' 
7 
, 





Pam:025.4.036 
MIN2 


MINION, Robin and GOODWIN, Ross 

Options for database 
cooperation between the Arctic 
Institute of Nor 


Borrower’s Name Date Due 




















Pam:025.4.036 
MIN2 


MINION, Robin and GOODWIN, Ross 

Options for database 
cooperation between the Arctic 
Institute of Nor 


Boreal Institute for Northern 
Studies Library 

CW 401 Bio Sci Bldg 

The University of Alberta 

Edmonton, AB Canada T6G 2E9 





Iberta Library 


wiih yuu 


0 1620 


SS 
SS 
SS 





